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Her Wish: Our Need 


“T should need to multiply the amount of 
this check many times to express my sense 
of the value of the work of the F. P. A.” 

—From a Three-Year-Old Member. 


Checks should be made payable to Ropert H. GARDINER, 
Treasurer, 3 West 29th Street, New York City. 


MR. 





May 26, 1922 





4% 
we: iy 


. 


“9 ™~ > 
© 40 wee? 


‘ 


HUGHES REFUSES AGAIN 





bags State Department by its note of May 15th 
to the Italian government, which we are re- 
printing below as a matter of record, has again 
refused to enter any negotiations which include 
representatives of the Russian Soviet government 
until conditions have been met amounting to a 
reversal of the whole basis on which the Soviet 
government, with the acquiescence, if not the 
positive support of the Russion people, is 
founded. 


Mr. Hughes’ demand for the sanctity of con- 
tract and unrestricted guarantees of property is 
not limited to safeguarding merely American 
rights in Russia. His demand is absolute: 
property rights on lines approved by him must 
be established for all Russia. He makes it clear 
that he will not negotiate with any Russian gov- 
ernmental system, even one affecting Russians 
only, which is not based on these premises. 


Other foreigners who have or will have inter- 
ests in Russia are now negotiating for an estab- 
lishment of their rights at the hands of the Soviet 
government. Americans are apparently debarred 
even from raising the question until the State 
Department is satisfied (by some method not 
formulated for us) that there has been a Rus- 
sian “counter-revolution.” Counter-revolutions 
are rare phenomena; the same results are more 
often obtained by evolution, of the sort, in fact, 
which to some extent seems to be taking place in 
Russia. Even irrespective of that fact, the State 
Department’s note is a categorical refusal to 
negotiate on the same basis as other great trading 
and non-military powers to secure past and fu- 
ture property rights, unless Russia orders for her 
own people, as well as for foreigners, a property 
system in conformity with American dictates. 


As the case stands, we cannot say whether or 
to what extent Russia will recognize American 
property rights, because we have not asked. 
Apparently we cannot even ask until Russia re- 
establishes private property for Russians. Save 
for its tragic aspects, the situation is grotesque. 


The Foreign Policy Association favors ac- 
ceptance of the invitation to the Hague Confer- 
ence on Russian affairs hoping that the State De- 
partment will find it possible to work toward and 
not against a basis of negotiation with the pres- 
ent Russian government. 

Secretary Hughes statement was as follows: 

This Government has carefully considered the invita- 
tion extended to it by the President of the Genoa con- 
ference, under the conditions set forth in the agreement 
of the inviting powers, to join the proposed commission 
to meet at The Hague on June 15th. This Government 
is most desirous to aid in every practicable way the 
consideration of the economic exigencies in Russia and 
wishes again to express the deep friendship felt by the 
people of the United States for the people of Russia and 
their keen interest in all proceedings looking to the 
recovery of their economic life and the return of the 
prosperity to which their capacities and resources en- 
title them. 

The American people have given the most tangible 
evidence of their unselfish interest in the economic 
recuperation of Russia, and this Government would be 
most reluctant to abstain from any opportunity of help- 
fulness. 

This Government, however, is unable to conclude that 
it can helpfully participate in the meeting at The Hague, 
as this would appear to be a continuance under a dif- 
ferent nomenclature of the Genoa conference and des- 
tined to encounter the same difficulties if the attitude 
disclosed in the Russian memorandum of May IIth re- 
mains unchanged. 

The inescapable and ultimate question would appear 
to be the restoration of productivity in Russia, the es- 
sential conditions of which are still to be secured and 
must in the nature of things be provided within Russia 
herself. 

While this Government has believed that these condi- 
tions are reasonably clear, it has always been ready to 
join with the Governments extending the present invi- 
tation in arranging for an inquiry by experts into the 
economic situation in Russia and the necessary rem- 
edies. Such an inquiry would appropriately deal with 
the economic prerequisites of that restoration of pro- 
duction in Russia, without which there would appear to 
be lacking any sound basis for credits. 

It should be added that this Government is most 
willing to give serious attention to any proposals issuing 
from the Genoa conference or any later conference, but 
it regards the present suggestions, in apparent response 
to the Russian memorandum of May 11th, as lacking, in 


_ view of the terms of that memorandum, in the definite- 


ness which would make possible the concurrence of this 
Government in the proposed plan. 
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Lloyd George’s Estimate of Genoa 
; ees passages from Lloyd George’s address at 
the closing session of the Genoa Conference 
have particular significance for us, in view of the 
attitude of aloofness of the United States. 

Referring to the Russian problem as “sur- 
rounded by a jungle of prejudice swarming with 
very wild passions and, therefore, dangerous to 
approach,” the British Premier declared: “For 
the first time Europe has faced that difficulty and 
not shirked it. ... With full knowledge of the 
magnitude, the complexity and peril surrounding 
it, we have decided deliberately to do our best 
to struggle through. That is a decision worthy 
of a great conference of nations.” Here is a 
policy which inspires men’s imagination and 
stirs their courage. 

Turning to the Russians, speaking in the most 
friendly spirit, and showing a full appreciation 
of Russia’s difficulties, he said, “Europe is anx- 
ious to help, Europe can help, Europe will help, 
but Russia must in her dealings with her accept 
the code of honor which is the inheritance which 
has come to us from centuries of generations of 
hard working and honest people and which has 
struck deep into the soil of the world... . 1 im- 
plore the Russian delegation when they come 
to The Hague not to go out of their way to 
trample upon these sentiments and principles 
which are deeply rooted in the very life of 
Europe.” 

The friendliness, the practical character of this 
appeal is in striking contrast with the austere and 
doctrinaire policy of our State Department. 





James G. McDonald, speaking at the meeting 
of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, Philadelphia, Saturday, May 13th, on 
the results of the Genoa Conference, said: 

“Genoa has been worth while because it has witnessed 
a meeting of realities. Statesmen have dealt with real 
forces. Genoa has been like a lightning flash which, 
illuminating the darkness, has shown clearly the ten- 
dencies in present-day European alignments. Genoa 
has shown more clearly than ever before the virtual 
isolation of France, the natural and inevitable tendency 
of Russia and Germany to draw together, the inclination 
of the neutrals and Great Britain towards Russia and 
Germany rather than France. Genoa has been a strik- 
ing example of the danger to France of the policy she 
has pursued since the war. 

“But is France primarily to blame? Is not a large 
measure of responsibility ours? We have done nothing 
since the Washington Conference to help the European 
situation. We have been unwilling to go to Genoa; we 
have been unwilling to offer France anything; we have 
been unwilling to deal with Russia; we have limited 
ourselves to pious, superior preachments which help 
Europe not at all. Until we are in a position to say to 
France that we are prepared to help her with her two 
major problems—the problem of protection and the 
problem of finance—until we are prepared to say, ‘We 
will help you to be secure; we will help you to be sol- 
vent, it does not lie in our mouths to blame France.” 


Good Wishes from China 

“I am enclosing my check for membership in 
the Foreign Policy Association. I appreciate the 
crying necessity of a more intelligent public 
opinion in the United States in matters pertain- 
ing to our foreign policy, and I wish your Asso- 
ciation every possible success.” 

—From an American Official in Peking. 
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Lady Astor’s Question 

N the eve of her return to England, Lady 

Astor urged this country to enter the League 
of Nations. Referring to the fact that the Admin- 
istration recently called upon Great Britain to 
secure equality of treatment for American oil in- 
terests in Mesopotamia through the League of 
Nations, she announced that Secretary Hughes 
had just “refused” to accept Great Britain’s in- 
vitation to “join in an inquiry into atrocities 
against a Christian population” in that same 
region. “I ask you,” she said earnestly (and her 
question was answered by impulsive and pro- 
longed applause), “which is more important in 
the end—oil concessions or bleeding humanity ?” 

It is our information that the Administration 
has not yet answered the British invitation. None 
the less, Lady Astor’s question is one which in 
varying forms Americans everywhere are asking. 
When will the United States Government alter its 
European policy of lecturing the countries that 
are struggling with the crushing burdens of post- 
war adjustments, of refusing active participation 
in European conferences and yet of insisting that 
decisions reached at such conferences be con- 
sidered not valid without prior American consent, 
if they directly or indirectly affect American 
rights? 

Another Reparations Crisis 

ILL France break with Great Britain? Will 

Foch alone march into the Ruhr June | in 
the event, now a certainty, that Germany does not 
meet in full on or before May 3lst, the latest 
demands of the Reparations Commission? De- 
spite his repeated threats, Poincaré will prob- 
ably not thus disrupt the Entente and still fur- 
ther demoralize Germany’s political and eco- 
nomic life. 

Germany has met the May payment on the re- 
vised basis of cash payments of 720,000,000 gold 
marks per annum, but the further demands that 
she raise annually by taxation an additional 
60,000,000,000 marks and by internal loans a 
similar amount, and submit her finances to Allied 
supervision, were rejected. Both the tax and the 
loan proposals Germany declares are impossible. 
Even if the loan could be floated, it would still 
further inflate prices and depreciate to worth- 
lessness the mark, now one seventy-fifth of its 
pre-war value. Therefore, Germany is trying 
to induce the Reparations Commission to accept 
a plan for balancing her budget by interior loans 
and a small foreign loan. In lieu of Allied 
supervision of her finances, which she asserts 
would prevent effective administration, Germany 
is promising to keep the Allies closely informed 
about all her financial operations. 

These reasonable proposals, the pressure of 
British opinion bitterly opposed to further mili- 
tary adventures and the presence of the inter- 
national banking group in Paris discussing the 
possibilities of a loan to Germany, which would 
be primarily for the benefit of France, make it 
unlikely that even a chauvinistic and nationalist 
Premier will at this juncture appeal for force. 
In the meantime, the United States government 
appears to be doing nothing to make France’s 
choice of the pacific and wise course easier. 
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